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DETAILED ACTION 



Status of the Application 

1 . Claims 1-35 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections '35 use §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1, 6, 9. 12, 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Tarn et al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656]. 

Regarding Claim 1 , A system for providing logistics for a sale goods, the system being 
adapted to receive information from at least one remote seller and at least one remote 
buyer, and to provide financial logistics and shipping logistics for completing the sale of 
goods, wherein the financial logistics include collecting funds from the buyer and 
transferring at least a portion of the funds to a third party designated by the seller, 
without requiring interaction between the buyer and seller. (Abstract) 
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Regarding Claim 6 , The system of claim 1 wherein the system is adapted to receive the 
information over a computer network. (Abstract) 

Regarding Claim 9 . The system of claim 1 wherein the system is adapted to provide the 
shipping logistics by use of at least one geography-based and time-based strategy. 
112) 

Regarding Claim 12 . The system of claim 1 wherein the financial logistics include 
authorizing an amount of sale on a credit card of the buyer, charging the credit card for 
the amount of sale, receiving the amount of sale, and transferring at least a portion of 
the amount of sale to the third party. (Abstract, Pg. 15, Col. 1, lines 5-7) 

Regarding Claim 13 . A method for providing logistics for a sale of goods comprising the 
steps of: 

• receiving information from a seller, including a description of certain goods, a 
method of sale for the certain goods, and an identity of a third party that will 
receive proceeds from the sale; (Abstract) 

• presenting the description of the certain goods to a prospective buyer according 
to the method of sale; (Abstract) 

• conducting the sale over a computer network; (Abstract) 
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• providing financial logistics, including collecting proceeds from the buyer and 
transferring at least a portion of the proceeds to the third party; (Abstract) 

• providing shipping logistics, including arranging for transfer of the goods to the 
buyer. (Abstract) 

4. Claims 21 , 22, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Sails [U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0152130]. 

Regarding Claim 21 , A computerized method for conducting a raffle, comprising the 
steps of: 

• receiving requests to purchase raffle tickets from a plurality of buyers over a 
computer network; (Abstract) 

• receiving identification infomnation from the plurality of buyers; (Abstract) 

• creating a record of the plurality of buyers weighted according to the number of 
tickets purchased by each buyer; (Fig. 8) 

• selecting a winner at random from the record; (Abstract) 

• notifying the winner. (Fig, 13) 



Regarding Claim 22 , The method of claim 21 wherein the winner wins goods provided 
by a first party. (Fig. 14) 
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Regarding Claim 24 . The method of claim 22 further comprising the steps of: 
receiving infonnnation from the first party, including the identity of a third party that will 
receive the proceeds of the raffle; and transferring proceeds from raffle tickets 
purchased to the third party. 45) 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tarn 
et al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656]. 

Regarding Claims 2-4 . Tarn et al. fails to explicitly disclose third party comprising a 
charitable or nonprofit entity, political action committee, fundralsing entity. 

However, the difference between a third party as disclosed by Tam et al. and the named 
entities is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally 
Involved in the steps recited. Defining the third party would be performed the same 
regardless of whether the entity was charitable, political action committee or fundralsing 
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entity. Limitations that are not functionally interrelated with the useful acts, structure, or 
properties of the claimed invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Ngai, 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381, 1385. 217 USPQ 401. 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579. 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. CIr. 1994). 

Therefore. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to have different entities such as named above because the third 
party name does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because 
the subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention. 

7. ^ Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tarn et al. 
[U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656] as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of 
Maritzen et al. [U.S. Pat. No. 5.987,429]. 

Regarding Claim 5 , Tanri et al. discloses, The system of claim 2. 
Regarding Claim 5 . Tam et al. fails to explicitly disclose, 

• wherein said financial logistics comprises providing said entity with information 
regarding the seller sufficient to allow the entity to generate an acknowledgement 
for tax reporting purposes. 
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Regarding Claim 5 . Maritzen et al. discloses, 

• wherein said financial logistics comprises providing said entity with information 
regarding the seller sufficient to allow the entity to generate an aclcnowledgement 
for tax reporting purposes. (Fig. 2B, 6) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skijl in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Maritzen et al. in the device of Tam et al., in order 
to calculate the appropriate fee since specific information about the transaction may 
change the fee. (Abstract from Maritzen et al.) 

8. Claims 7, 10, 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tam et al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656] as applied to claim 15 above, and further in 
view of Nakfoor [U.S. Pat. No. 6,496,809]. 

Regarding Claim 7 . Tam et al. discloses. The system of claim 6. 
Regarding Claim 7 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• wherein the financial logistics comprises conducting an auction over the 
computer network. 

Regarding Claim 7 . Nakfoor discloses, 

• wherein the financial logistics comprises conducting an auction over the 
computer network. (Col. 4, lines 8-25) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Nakfoor in the device of Tam et a!., in order to 
transfer the tickets and money in a timely manner since the worth of the tickets expire 
due to the event ending. (Abstract from Nakfoor) 

Regarding Claim 10 , Tam et aL discloses, The system of claim 9. 
Regarding Claim 10 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• wherein the goods are time-sensitive. 
Regarding Claim 10 . Nakfoor discloses, 

• wherein the goods are time-sensitive. (Fig. 4) 

Regarding Claim 1 1 . Nakfoor further discloses, The system of claim 10 

• wherein the goods are event tickets. (Fig. 4) 

9. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tam et 
al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656] as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of 
Nakfoor [U.S. Pat. No. 6,496.809]. 

Regarding Claim 14 . Tam et al. discloses, The method of claim 13. 
Regarding Claim 14 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• wherein the goods comprise event tickets. 
Regarding Claim 14 . Nakfoor discloses, 

• wherein the goods comprise event tickets. (Fig. 4) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary sl^ill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Nakfoor in the device of Tam et a!., in order to 
transfer the tickets and money in a timely manner since the worth of the tickets expire 
due to the event ending. (Abstract from Nakfoor) 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tam et al. 
[U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656] as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of Sails 
[U.S. Pub. No. 2002/01 521 30]. 

Regarding Claim 8 . Tam et al. discloses, The system of claim 6. 
Regarding Claim 8 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• wherein the financial logistics comprises conducting a raffle over the computer 
network. 

Regarding Claim 8 . Sails discloses, 

• wherein the financial logistics comprises conducting a raffle over the computer 
network. (Abstract) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Sails in the device of Tam et al.. in order to allow 
remote individuals to participate and allow the seller to obtain a predetermined amount 
based on the number of tickets sold. (If 10-12 from Sails) 
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1 1 . Claims 1 5, 16, 17, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakfoor [U.S. Pat. No. 6,496,809] as applied to claim 14 above, and furttier in view 
of Tarn et al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656]. 

Regarding Claims 15. 16. 17. Tarn et al. fails to explicitly disclose third party comprising 
a charitable or nonprofit entity, political action committee, fundraising entity. 

IHowever, the difference between a third party as disclosed by Tam et al. and the named 
entities is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally 
involved in the steps recited. Defining the third party would be perfomied the same 
regardless of whether the entity was charitable, political action committee or fundraising 
entity. Limitations that are not functionally inten'elated with the useful acts, structure, or 
properties of the claimed invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Ngai, 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401. 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
Invention was made to have different entities such as named above because the third 
party name does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because 
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the subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention. 

Regarding Claim 20 . Nalcfoor discloses, The method of claim 14. 
Regarding Claim 20 . Nakfoor fails to explicitly disclose, 

• wherein said system Is adapted to provide said shipping logistics by use of at 
least one geography-based and time-based strategy. 

Regarding Claim 20 . Tam et al. discloses, 

• wherein said system Is adapted to provide said shipping logistics by use of at 
least one geography-based and time-based strategy. (H 112) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Tam et al. in the device of Nakfoor, In order to 
fulfill the order or purchase by using the most appropriate means based on customer 
geographic information since the tickets taught by Nakfoor are time sensitive (Abstract, 
^111,112 from Tam et al.) 

12. Claims 18, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tam et al. [U.S. Pub No. 2002/0147656] as applied to claim 15 above, and further in 
view of Maritzen et al. [U.S. Pat. No. 5,987,429]. 
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Regarding Claim 18 , Tam et al. discloses, The method of claim 15. 
Regarding Claim 18 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• providing the charitable or nonprofit entity with information regarding the seller 
sufficient to allow the entity to generate an acknowledgement for tax reporting 
purposes. 

Reaardina Claim 18 , Maritzen et al, discloses. 

• providing the charitable or nonprofit entity with information regarding the seller 
sufficient to allow the entity to generate an acknowledgement for tax reporting 
purposes. (Fig^ 2B, 6) 

Regarding Claim 19 , Tam et al. discloses, The method of claim 15. 
Regarding Claim 19 . Tam et al. fails to disclose, 

• causing an acknowledgement for tax reporting purposes to be provided to the 
seller. 

Regarding Claim 19 , Maritzen et al. discloses, 

• causing an acknowledgement for tax reporting purposes to be provided to the 
seller. (Fig. 2B, 6) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Maritzen et al. in the device of Tam et al., in order 
to calculate the appropriate fee since specific information about the transaction may 
change the fee. (Abstract from Maritzen et ai.) 
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13. Claim 23 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sails 
[U.S. Pub. No. 2002/01 521 30] as applied to claim 22 above, and further In view of 
Nakfoor [U.S. Pat. No. 6,496,809]. 

Reoardlna Claim 23 . Sails discloses, The method of claim 22. 
Regarding Claim 23 . Sails falls to explicitly disclose, 

• wherein the goods comprise event tickets 
Regarding Claim 23 . Nakfoor discloses, 

• wherein the goods cornprise. event tickets. (Abstract) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time the Invention 
was made.to provide the teachings of Nakfoor In the device of Sails, in order to transfer 
the tickets and money in a timely manner since the worth of the tickets expire due to the 
event ending. (Abstract from Nakfoor) 

14. Claims 25-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sails [U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0152130]. 



Regarding Claims 25-27 . Tam et al. fails to explicitly disclose third party comprising a 
charitable or nonprofit entity, political action committee, fundraising entity. 
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However, the difference between a third party as disclosed by Sails and the named 
entities is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally 
involved in the steps recited. Defining the third party would be performed the same 
regardless of whether the entity was charitable, political action committee orfundraising 
entity. Limitations that are not functionally interrelated with the useful acts, structure, or 
properties of the claimed Invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Ngai. 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381. 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
Invention was made to have different entities such as named above because the third 
party name does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because 
the subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention. 

Regarding Claim 28 , Sails further discloses, The method of claim 25, further comprising 
the step of: 

• causing an acknowledgement for tax reporting purposes to be provided to the 
first party. (K 6-8) 
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Regarding Claim 29 . Sails fails to explicitly disclose a spreadsheet. 

However, the difference between database as disclosed by Sails and the spreadsheet is 
only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in 
the steps recited. Defining the database would be performed the same regardless of 
whether the spreadsheet existed. Limitations that are not functionally intenrelated with 
the useful acts, structure, or properties of the claimed invention carry little or no 
patentable weight. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art in tenns of patentability, see In re Ngai, 70 USPQ2d 1862 
(CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385. 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); 
In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to create a spreadsheet from the database table or view the table 
because the database tables do not functionally relate to the steps in the method 
claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention. 
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Regarding Claim 30 . Sails fails to explicitly disclose the method of determining the 
primary key. 

However, the difference between primary key as disclosed by Sails and the row number 
in the spreadsheet is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not 
functionally involved in the steps recited. Defining the primary key would be perfomied 
the same regardless of whether the row number in the spreadsheet was generated by a 
formula. Limitations that are not functionally interrelated with the useful acts, structure, 
or properties of the claimed invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Ngai, 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack. 703 F.2d 
1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to use a row number generated by a formula in a spreadsheet 
because the primary key does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed 
and because the subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably distinguish 
the claimed invention. 



Regarding Claims 31 , Sails fails to explicitly disclose random number as the row 
number in a spreadsheet. 
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However, the difference between random number as disclosed by Sails and the random 
number as a row number is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is 
not functionally involved in the steps recited. Defining the random number would be 
performed the same regardless of whether the random number as a row number was 
used. Limitations that are not functionally intenrelated with the useful acts, structure, or 
properties of the claimed invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Ngai. 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381. 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to random number as a row number because the random number 
does not functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the 
subjective interpretation of the order does not patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention. 



Regarding Claim 32 . The method of claim 21 wherein the record is created by 
sequentially assigning numbers to the plurality of buyers based on the number of tickets 
purchased by each buyer, wherein a winner is selected by generating a random number 
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between one and the total number of tickets sold, and wherein the winner is the buyer 
corresponding to the random number. 

Regarding Claim 32 . Sails fails to explicitly disclose the random number being less than 
the number of tickets sold. 

However, the difference between random number as disclosed by Sails and the random 
number equal to or less than the number of tickets sold is only found in the non- 
functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited. 
Defining the random number would be performed the same regardless of whether the 
the random number equal to or less than the number of tickets sold. Limitations that are 
not functionally interrelated with the useful acts, structure, or properties of the claimed 
invention canry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this descriptive material will not 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Ngai. 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 
401. 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry. 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 
1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to generate the random number equal to or less than the number of 
tickets sold because the random number does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
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method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the order does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

15. Claims 33-35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sails 
[U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0152130] as applied to claim 21 above, and further in view of 
Petras et al. [U.S. Pub. No. 2001/0047290]. 

Regarding Claim 33 . Sails discloses. The method of claim 21 . 
Regarding Claim 33 . Sails fails to explicitly disclose, 

• wherein the winner is notified over the computer network. 
Regarding Claim 33 . Petras et al. discloses, 

• wherein the winner is notified over the computer network. 220) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the teachings of Petras et al. in the device of Sails, in order to 
provide automatic notification since this be one of the effective methods in contacting 
the parties involved 220 from Petras et al.). 



Regarding Claim 34 . Petras et al. further discloses. The method of claim 33 

• wherein the winner is notified by automatically generating an email to the winner. 
(11220) 
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Regarding Claim 35 . The method of claim 33 wherein the winner is notified by 

automatically generating an instant message to the winner. 

Regarding Claim 35 , Petras et al. fails to explicitly disclose an instant message being 

sent. 

However, the difference between an email being sent as disclosed by Petras et al. and 
the instant message is only found in the non-functional descriptive material and is not 
functionally involved in the steps recited. Defining the electronic message sent would be 
performed the same regardless of whether the instant message was used. Limitations 
that are not functionally interrelated with the useful acts, structure, or properties of the 
claimed invention carry little or no patentable weight. Thus, this descriptive material will 
not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Ngai, 70 USPQ2d 1862 (CAFC 2004); In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385. 217 USPQ 
401. 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 
1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to send an instant message because the generating of an 
electronic message such as an email does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the order does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Heather Beegle whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3333. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday Thm Thursday, 7:30 am to 
5:00 pm eastem. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Akm Ullah can be reached on (571) 272-2361 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomnation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (I N USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 

- C^ivtlU 

HB AKM ULLAH 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



